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Table 1:  IT Metrics 
IT Division Management Action Plan for FY 2007 as of Q2 

 
Goal and Strategy to Complete the Goal Progress Rating 
Goal 1.1: The Courts will administer justice promptly and efficiently. 
 
Strategy 1.1.5: Develop processes and systems that ensure 
administrative efficiencies and utilize best practices. 

 

Goal 1.2: The Courts will administer justice fairly and impartially without 
regard to race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, economic status, or 
mental or physical disability. 
 
Strategy 1.2.4: Ensure that jury pools reflect the diversity of the DC 
community and that jury service is a positive experience.  

Goal 1.3: The Courts will ensure informed judicial decision-making. 
 
Strategy 1.3.2: Develop and implement an integrated case 
management system that maintains comprehensive case information. 
Strategy 1.3.3: Ensure that court proceedings are recorded accurately 
and completely, and that high quality transcripts are produced timely.  

Goal 1.5: The Courts will seek resources necessary to support effective 
and efficient operations, and expand them prudently. 
 
Strategy 1.5.1: Assess future resources necessary to accomplish the 
Courts’ mission, including human, capital, technological, and 
programmatic. 
Strategy 1.5.2: Produce comprehensive budget submissions to support 
resource requests to achieve the Courts’ mission, goals, and strategies. 
Strategy 1.5.3: Identify and pursue grant funding opportunities.  

 

Goal 2.2: The Courts will provide the public with information that is 
easily understandable and readily available. 
 
Strategy 2.2.3: Enhance the availability of automated court information 
and data to the public through Internet and E-Government 
technologies.  

Goal 3.1: The Courts will employ a highly skilled and well-trained 
workforce. 
 
Strategy 3.1.1: Recruit personnel who possess the education, skills and 
experience to provide effective services. 
Strategy 3.1.4: Develop and maintain appropriate personnel 
compensation, succession planning and position classification systems. 
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Goal 4.2: The Courts will provide technology that supports efficient and 
effective case processing, court management, and judicial decision-
making. 
 
Strategy: 4.2.1: Implement a governance process to ensure cost-
effective and strategically aligned investments in technology. 
Strategy 4.2.2: Develop and implement a court-wide Information 
Technology Strategic Plan. 
Strategy 4.2.3: Invest in an information system that allows for integrated 
data-sharing across divisions, Courts, relevant government entities, and 
those conducting business with the Courts. 
Strategy 4.2.5: Utilize project management, change management, 
systems lifecycle and risk management disciplines for information 
technology projects. 

 

 

Goal 4.3 The Courts will protect people, processes, technology and 
facilities to ensure continuity of operations in the event of an emergency 
of disaster. 
 
Strategy 4.3.1: Establish policies and programs for safeguarding the 
integrity of court information. 
Strategy 4.3.2: Develop procedures for protecting the vital electronic 
and paper records of the Courts against degradation, destruction and 
loss. 
Strategy 4.3.4: Establish plans to ensure the continuity and resumption 
of business operations after a catastrophic event. 

 

 

 
 

Table 2: Performance Measurements 
(for FY 2007) 

 
The IT Division performance scorecard displays the strategic goals for the Superior Court of the District of Columbia, and the strategy that 
the IT Division has developed to complete these goals.  The progress scale displays the quarterly progress as an average of each 
performance target’s current completion or success rate.  The rating graphic is designed to display the overall performance of the strategy 
with regard to completion of the overall strategic goal.  The rating may appear as red, yellow, or green based on progress and overall 
performance of the ongoing strategy.  Below, are the defined metrics that have been aligned to meet the overall strategy for meeting DC 
Courts strategic goals.  Each goal has a performance target to be met by FY end 2007, and current performance is relative to the date at 
the top of this scorecard.  Data will be collected on a quarterly basis.  A percentage complete can be determined by dividing the current 
performance into the target performance.  Once the percentage complete rate is determined for all metrics a composite index can be 
computed by equally weighting each metric and averaging the completion rates.  This composite index is used to develop the graphics in 
the overall roll-up scorecard. 
Strategy 1.1.5:  Develop processes and systems that ensure administrative efficiencies and utilize best practices. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Percentage of Probate and Court of Appeals voucher 
requirements completed 90% 50% 50%   56%  

Percentage of paper vouchers processed in WVS 90% 90% 100%   100%  
Percentage of reports in WVS completed 90% 50% 75%   83%  
Percentage of mediation agreements produced in 
WMAS 

50% NA NA   NA  

Mainframe voucher shutdown 100% 90% 100%   100%  
Total Composite Index: 76% 85% % % 85% Equal Weighting 

(339/400). 
Strategy 1.2.4:  Ensure that jury pools reflect the diversity of the DC community and that jury service is a positive experience. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Assessment completed by October 2007. 100% 100% 100% 100%  
Percentage of outside agencies’ data submissions 
updated in the jury wheel within 1 week of receipt 95% 97% 97% 50% Quarterly Goal 

Percentage of juror summons creation jobs where 
the juror summons were created 45 days prior to 
summons date when request was received 
punctually. 

90% 97% 97% 50% Quarterly Goal 



 Court System - 57

 Total Composite Index: 50% 67% % % 67% Equal Weighting 
(200/300). 

Strategy 1.3.2: Develop and implement an integrated case management system that maintains comprehensive case information. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Number of court operations using workflow 
functionality 4 2 3   75%  

Number of case types processed through electronic 
filing 10 7 7   70%  

Percentage of Superior Court components live on 
IJIS that are able to use IJIS to report on case 
management and performance guidelines 

100% 100% 100%   100% 
 

Percent of surveyed end users satisfied with 
CourtView 90% 83% 83%   46% Quarterly Goal 

Implementing public access functionality 100% 75% 100%   100%  
Percent of Operating Units performing ID 
Consolidation in CourtView 70% 14% 14%   20% 1 of 7 Operating Units 

Total Composite Index 56% 69% % % 69% Equal Weighting 
(411/600). 

Strategy 1.3.3: Ensure that Court proceedings are recorded accurately and completely, and that high quality transcripts are produced 
timely. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Minute proceedings are not being recorded 0 0 0   50% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of sound checks being performed 90% 98% 97%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Turnaround time for burning CDs 1 day 0 1   50% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of proper tagging 90% 95% 95%   50% Quarterly Goal 

Total Composite Index: 25% 50% % % 50% 50% (200/400) 
Total 1.3 Index: 44% 61% % % 61% Average of individual 

items in 1.3.2 & 1.3.3 
Strategy 1.5.1: Assess future resources necessary to accomplish the Courts’ mission, including human, capital, technological, and 
programmatic. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 
Complete 

Notes 

Completion of “CourtSmart Technology and Gap 
Analysis” by June 2007 100% NA NA  NA 3rd Quarter Goal 

Total Composite Index NA % % % NA  
Strategy 1.5.2: Produce comprehensive budget submissions to support resource requests to achieve the Courts’ mission, goals, and 
strategies. 
Strategy 1.5.3: Identify and pursue grant funding opportunities. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Percentage of IT Operating budget that is reported 
quarterly to ITSC 100% 100% 100%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of IT Capital funding initiatives that are 
reported quarterly to ITSC 100% 100% 100%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of accurate needs analysis and fiscal 
forecasting used for budgeting documents 95% 95% 95%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Invoices are promptly approved 85% 90% 90%   50% Quarterly Goal 
 Total Composite Index: 25% 50% % % 50% Equal Weighting 

(200/400). 
 Total 1.5 Index: 25% 50% % % 50% Average of items in 

1.5.1 & 1.5.2/1.5.3 
Strategy 2.2.3: Enhance the availability of automated court information and data to the public through Internet and E-Government 
technologies. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Number of Oracle Portal applications deployed 4 3 4   100%  
Number of kiosks deployed 7 7 7   100%  
Number of Divisions implementing Public Access 
Functionality 1 0 1   100%  

Percent of identified document groups defined and 
documented to be available for the web 75% 0% 0%   0%  

Response time (Public Access) 10 secs NA <10   100%  
 Total Composite Index: 44% 80% % % 80% Equal Weighting 

(400/500). 
Strategy 3.1.1: Recruit personnel who possess the education, skills and experience to provide effective services. 
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Strategy 3.1.4: Develop and maintain appropriate personnel compensation, succession planning, and position classification systems. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Update PDS Vista from 2.4 to 3.2 100% 100% 100%   100%  
Configure the Applicant module 100% NA NA   NA  
Implement workflow in PDS Vista 100% NA NA   NA  
Implement the interface with OrgPlus 100% NA NA   NA  
Implement the interface with ActiveDirectory 100% NA NA   NA  
Implement the interface with FootPrints 100% NA NA   NA  
Upgrade reports from Crystal 8 to 11 100% 50% 75%   75%  
 Total Composite Index: 75% 88% % % 88% Equal Weighting 

(175/200). 
Strategy: 4.2.1: Implement a governance process to ensure cost-effective and strategically aligned investments in technology. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Development of IT CMMI compliant program 
management strategy (i.e., concept of operations) for 
program and project implementation. 

100% 50% 50%   50% 
 

Successful completion of a self appraisal for level 2 
compliance. 100% 50% 50%   50%  

Functional and customization requirements are 
completely documented for all projects. 100% 50% 50%   50%  

Quality assurance process developed and 
consistently maintained 75% 25% 30%   40%  

IT level Configuration Management 90% 40% 50%   56%  
IT level Quality Assurance including Product and 
Process Audits 50% 20% 20%   40%  

All current SOPs reviewed and process for reviewing 
new SOPs in place 100% 25% 25%   25%  

All IT Directives and Policies reviewed and updated 
as necessary 100% 25% 25%   25%  

 Total Composite Index: 40% 42% % % 42% Equal Weighting 
(336/800) 

Strategy 4.2.2: Develop and implement a court-wide Information Technology Strategic Plan. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Percentage of 2007 MAPs completed on time 100% 90% NA   NA 1st Quarter Goal 
Percentage of Intranet content updated on time. 60% 10% 10%   33% Quarterly Goal 
ITA revised 100% NA NA   NA  
Enterprise IT policies revised 100% 0% 0%   0%  

Total Composite Index 32% 17% % % 17% (33/200) 
Strategy 4.2.3: Invest in an information system that allows for integrated data-sharing across divisions, Courts, relevant government 
entities, and those conducting business with the Courts. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Percent of end user workstations migrated to 
Windows XP 10% 10% 23%   100%  

Percentage of workstations over 5 years old 
upgraded 94% 94% 94%   100%  

Percentage of end users satisfied with XP upgrade 
process 90% NA NA   NA Quarterly Goal 

Produce Performance Measurement Reports 5 0 0   0%  
Reports executing against standby production 
database 110 3 11   3%  

Migrate Crystal and Oracle Forms/Reports 20 0 0   0%  

Required Court Personnel trained 50% 0% 10%   20%  

Number of Reports offloaded of Production system 50 3 3   6%  
Percentage of completion JUSTIS interface 100% 25% 25%   25%  

Percentage of completion USAO interface 100% 0% 0%   0%  

Percentage of completion CFSA interface 50% 50% 50%   100%  

Percentage of completion Peachtree interface 100% 100% 100%   100%  

Percentage of completion DMV interface 100% 50% 75%   75%  
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Percentage of completion WVS interface 100% 100% 100%   100%  

Average response time for the CourtView application 5 
seconds 4 secs 4 secs   50% Quarterly Goal 

Availability of critical applications and services during 
scheduled hours of operation 99% 99.1% 99.4%   50%  

Implementation of gigabit per second fiber 
connectivity speed for the Courts’ WAN 100% 100% 100%   100%  

Full redundancy for all critical network infrastructure 
devices, configurations, and facilities (i.e., elimination 
of all single points of failure) 

100% 100% 100%   100% 
 

Number of FootPrints tickets opened for performance 
issues, weekly 1 1 0   50% Quarterly Goal 

End-users satisfied with performance of current 
configuration 75% 75% 75%   50% Quarterly Goal 

 Total Composite Index: 50% 55% % % 55% Equal Weighting 
(959/19) 

Strategy 4.2.5: Utilize project management, change management, systems lifecycle and risk management disciplines for information 
technology projects. 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Percentage of production support requests 
documented and status relayed to users biweekly. 90% 90% 90%   25% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of production tasks/projects that followed 
the documented process. 90% 80% 85%   46% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of non-emergency scheduled production 
application updates that occurred that were approved 
by the CCB. 

100% 100% 100%   50% 
Quarterly Goal 

Number of Priority 1 defects 0 NA 1   0% Quarterly Goal 
End user satisfaction with IT customer service 90% 90% 92%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Percentage of ticket management activities that are 
automated 100% 100% 100%   100%  

Percentage of computer hardware, computer 
software, and software licenses covered under asset 
management 

100% 100% 100%   100%  

Percentage of customer service requests responded 
to within service level targets 100% 90% 90%   44% Quarterly Goal 

 Total Composite Index: 37% 55% % % 55% Equal Weighting 
(440/800) 

 
Total 4.2 Index: 

43% % % % 38% Average of Items in 
4.2.1+4.2.2+4.2.3+4.
2.5 

Strategy 4.3.1: Establish policies and programs for safeguarding the integrity of court information.  (1974/40)                                                   
(1539/40) 
Performance Metric Target 

Goal 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 

Complete 
Notes 

Percentage of Security SOP’s completed. 90% 25% 50%   56%  
Conduct four vulnerability tests for internal and 
external threats. 4 1 1%   25%  

Percentage of external agencies signing and 
agreeing to DC Court IT policies. 75% 0% 0%   0%  

Recommend Courtwide single sign on solution 100% 50% 75%   75%  
Implement and administer security awareness 
training. 100% 50% 75%   75%  

Percent of system protected with CISCO PIX firewall 
upgrade 100% 100% 100%   100%  

Percent of monthly reports on Security devices 
(Tipping Point, 8e6, WSUS, GFI) submitted timely 100% 100% 100%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Security Monitoring of Exchange 2003 from threats 100% 25% 50%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Security Monitoring of Active Directory and Windows 
XP 100% 25% 50%   50% Quarterly Goal 
Completion of CourtSmart Security Plan by March 
2007 100% 25% 25%   25% 2nd Quarter Goal 
 Total Composite Index: 31% 51% % % 51% Equal Weighting 

(506/10) 
Strategy 4.3.2: Develop procedures for protecting the vital electronic and paper records of the Courts against degradation, destruction and 
loss. 
Strategy 4.3.4: Establish plans to ensure the continuity and resumption of business operations after a catastrophic event. 
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Performance Metric Target 
Goal 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 % 
Complete 

Notes 

Deployment of an acceptable use agreement 
throughout the Court with no less than 95% of users 
signing off on the new agreement 

99% 0% 25%   25% 
 

Percentage of mission-critical information systems 
that have documented disaster recovery plans 100% 50% 55%   55% 

 

Percentage of mission-critical information systems 
which undergo annual testing of disaster recovery 
plans 
 

70% 50% 60%   86% 

 

 Total Composite Index: 40% 55% % % 55% Equal Weighting 
(121/3) 

 Total 4.3 Index: 33% 52% % % 52% (4.3.1+(4.3.2+4.3.4))   
 
 
FY 2009 Request 
 
The D.C. Courts’ FY 2009 request for the Information Technology Division is $10,211,000, an 
increase of $576,000 (6%) above the FY 2008 Enacted Budget.  The requested increase includes 
$108,000 and 1 FTE to manage a new technology system to improve jury management and built-
in cost increases. 
 
Enhancing Juror Technology:  Juror Application Program Specialist (JS-13, 
$108,000) 
 
Problem Statement.  D.C. Courts’ investment in a new Jury Management System (JMS) is 
significantly increasing automation of business processes.  There is a need for additional staff to 
operate the Jury Management System in a manner that meets the long-term needs of D.C. Courts, 
provides acceptable security and maintenance over jury-related information, and provides 
reasonable assurance of compliance with laws and regulations such as the Federal Information 
Security Management Act (FISMA).  Return on investment (ROI) depends on business 
integration of the JMS through work process redesign and IT staffing capacity to deliver a 
reliable and robust system to efficiently pool jurors from the constituency of the District of 
Columbia.  Increasing the organization’s reliance on the new Jury Management System 
necessitates an increase in staffing levels to support the JMS as an operational system.  Further, 
the mission-criticality of the JMS requires D.C. Courts to adhere to disciplined, repeatable 
processes when managing IT and enhancing the system to satisfy business requirements.  Hiring 
an Application Program Specialist will add the capacity the D.C. Courts need to effectively 
operate its business processes. 
 
Relationship to Court Mission and Goals.  Hiring an Application Program Specialist will support 
the D.C. Courts goal of fair and timely case resolution through the efficient selection and 
maintenance of a qualified jury pool. 
 
Relationship to Divisional Objectives.  The core function of the D.C. Courts’ IT Division is to 
provide computing capabilities critical to the administration of justice.  Hiring an Application 
Program Specialist will help the IT Division meet three of its strategic goals, which are to: 
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• Enable judicial stakeholders to carry out D.C. Courts’ mission with a robust Jury 
Management System (JMS) interfaced with the Courts’ integrated justice information system 
(IJIS). 

• Invest in reliable, secure, and cost-effective IT infrastructure to support the JMS. 
• Build IT management capabilities that will create and sustain return on investment. 
 
Expenditure Plan.  Funds will be used to hire a fulltime equivalent person at the JS-13 level. 
 
Performance Indicators.  Success of the initiative will be measured by the D.C. Courts 
maintaining certification on the SEI CMMI best practice at Maturity Level Two (ML-2).  
Further, the success of this initiative will be measured by the quality of personnel hired and the 
skill sets provided by the personnel to ensure adequate and qualified jurors to support the 
administration of justice. 
 
Legislative Analysis.  Regulations from OMB and recommendations from past GAO audits of 
D.C. Courts underscore the importance of standing up to critical success factors for achieving 
return on investment.  Having organizational capacity to operate reliable computing 
infrastructure is critical to the long-term success and effectiveness of the system. 

 
 

Table 3 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DIVISION 

New Positions Requested 
                
Position Grade Number Salary Benefits Total Personnel Costs   
Juror Application Specialist JS-13 1 $86,000 $22,000 $108,000 

 
 

Table 4 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DIVISION 

Budget Authority by Object Class 
 

  
  

FY 2007 
Enacted 

FY 2008  
Enacted  

FY 2009 
Request 

Difference 
FY 2008/2009 

11 – Compensation 4,226,000 5,762,000 6,176,000 414,000
12 – Benefits 957,000 1,289,000 1,394,000 105,000

Sub-total Personnel Cost 5,183,000 7,051,000 7,570,000 519,000
21 - Travel, Transp. of Persons      
22 – Transportation of Things      
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities 332,000 400,000 409,000 9,000
24 - Printing & Reproduction      
25 - Other Services 1,757,000 1,643,000 1,678,000 35,000
26 - Supplies & Materials 44,000 156,000 160,000 4,000
31 – Equipment 54,000 385,000 394,000 9,000

Sub-total Non Personnel Cost 2,187,000 2,584,000 2,641,000 57,000
TOTAL 7,370,000 9,635,000 10,211,000 576,000
FTE 57 57 58 1
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Table 5 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DIVISION 

Detail, Difference FY 2008/2009 
 

Object Class Description of Request FTE Cost Difference 
FY 2008/2009 

11 – Compensation Current Positions WIG 57 86,000   
  Current Positions COLA 57 242,000   

 Juror Application Specialist 1 86,000   
Subtotal       414,000 

12 – Benefits Current Positions WIG 57 22,000   
  Current Positions COLA 57 61,000   
 Juror Application Specialist 1  22,000   

Subtotal       105,000 
21 - Travel and Transp. of Persons        
22 - Transportation of Things        
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities Built-in Increase    9,000 
24 - Printing & Reproduction        
25 - Other Services Built-in Increase    35,000 
26 - Supplies and Materials Built-in Increase    4,000 
31 – Equipment Built-in Increase    9,000 
Total    576,000 

 
Table 6 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DIVISION 
Detail of Full-Time Equivalent Employment 

 

  
FY 2007 
Enacted 

FY 2008  
Enacted 

FY 2009 
Request 

JS-3       
JS-4       
JS-5       
JS-6       
JS-7 1 1 1 
JS-8 7 7 7 
JS-9 3 3 2 
JS-10 3 3 3 
JS-11 3 3 2 
JS-12 1 1 2 
JS-13 27 27 29 
JS-14 9 9 9 
JS-15 2 2 2 
CES 1 1 1 
Ungraded    
Total Salary 4,226,000 5,762,000 6,176,000 
Total 57 57 58 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT SYSTEM 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

 

FY 2007 Enacted FY 2008 Enacted FY 2009 Request 
Difference 

FY 2008/2009 
FTE Obligations FTE Obligations FTE Obligations FTE Obligations 

4 486,000 4 596,000 4 632,000 0 36,000 
 
Mission and Organizational Background 
 
The Office of the General Counsel performs a broad spectrum of advisory legal functions, 
including analysis of pending legislation, drafting proposed legislation, contract review, legal 
research, and policy interpretation.  The Office is charged with protecting the statutorily 
confidential records of the D.C. Courts from improper and unnecessary disclosure.  On personnel 
matters, the Office provides advice and also represents management in administrative hearings.  
Staff serves as legal advisor to the Superior Court's Rules Committee, various Division advisory 
committees, and the Board of Judges on all matters concerning revision of the Superior Court's 
rules.  Office employees serve, as assigned by the management of the D.C. Courts, on a number 
of other committees in a legal advisory capacity.  In addition, the Office assists trial counsel (the 
Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia) in the preparation of materials and 
advice on legal proceedings involving the Courts or matters in which the Courts have an interest.  
The ability to meet the changing needs of the Courts for legal advice and related services is the 
top expectation of the Division's principal stakeholders (management of the Courts) and as such 
is the most important priority of the Office.  
 
Objectives and Key Performance Indicators 
 
The Office's objectives are (1) the provision of timely and accurate legal advice, (2) the provision 
of legal and administrative support for the drafting, approval, and promulgation of the rules of 
the Superior Court and their prompt dissemination to the Bar and the general public, (3) the 
provision of responsive legal advice and counseling to managers on employee disciplinary 
actions, unemployment compensation proceedings, and equal employment opportunity cases and 
representation of management in hearings related to such matters, and (4) the provision of 
responsive legal advice and assistance to Court managers and employees in cases where such 
personnel are subpoenaed to testify or provide documentation as to Court-related matters.  
Performance indicators consist of the provision of timely and accurate oral and written legal 
advice and related services. 
 
Relationship Between Base Budget and Court-wide Strategic Goals 
 
The Office's timely and accurate provision of legal advice and related services accomplish the 
Courts' goal of promoting public trust and confidence in the judicial system by ensuring that:  (a) 
court rules and procedures are promptly inaugurated or amended, (b) proposed legislation and 
court policy are drafted, (c) court management receives effective representation in administrative 
hearings involving employee discipline, (d) the Courts' interests are protected in contractual 
agreements, (e) statutory confidentiality of court records and proceedings is preserved, (f) 
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employment and pay issues involving legal questions are fairly and swiftly resolved (g) limited 
funds available to compensate investigators for indigent criminal defendants are protected from 
fraudulent claims and (h) liaison contacts are established and maintained with the office of the 
Attorney General of the District of Columbia on legal matters affecting the administration of the 
D.C. Courts.   
 
FY 2009 Request 
 
In FY 2009, the Courts request $632,000 for the Office of the General Counsel, an increase of 
$36,000 (6%) above the FY 2008 Enacted Budget.  The increased budget request consists 
entirely of built-in increases.   

 
Table 1 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
Budget Authority by Object Class 

 
  
  

FY 2007 
Enacted 

FY 2008 
Enacted 

FY 2009 
Request 

Difference 
FY 2007/2008 

11 – Compensation 389,000 472,000 499,000 27,000
12 – Benefits 93,000 118,000 125,000 7,000

Sub-total Personnel Cost 482,000 590,000 624,000 34,000
21 – Travel, Transp. of Persons  
22 – Transportation of Things  
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities  
24 - Printing & Reproduction  
25 - Other Services  
26 - Supplies & Materials 3,000 5,000 6,000 1,000
31 – Equipment 1,000 1,000 2,000 1,000

Sub-total Non Personnel Cost 4,000 6,000 8,000 2,000
TOTAL 486,000 596,000 632,000 36,000
FTE 4 4 4 0
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Table 2 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

Detail, Difference FY 2008 to FY 2009 
 

Object Class Description of Request FTE Cost Difference 
FY 2007/2008 

11 - Compensation Current Positions WIG 4 7,000   
  Current Positions COLA 4 20,000   

Subtotal       27,000
12 - Benefits Current Positions WIG 4 2,000   
  Current Positions COLA 4 5,000   

Subtotal       7,000
21 - Travel and Transportation       
22 - Transportation of Things         
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities         
24 - Printing & Reproduction         
25 - Other Services         
26 - Supplies and Materials Built-in Increase    1,000
31 – Equipment Built-in Increase    1,000
Total       36,000

 
 

Table 3 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL  

Detail of Full-Time Equivalent Employment 
 

  
FY 2007 
Enacted 

FY 2008  
Enacted 

FY 2009 
Request 

JS-3       
JS-4       
JS-5       
JS-6       
JS-7       
JS-8    
JS-9       
JS-10  1 1 1 
JS-11       
JS-12       
JS-13       
JS-14    
JS-15 2 2 2 
JS-16       
JS-17       
CES 1 1 1 
Ungraded       
Total Salary 389,000 472,000 499,000 
Total  4 4 4 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT SYSTEM 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

 

FY 2007 Enacted FY 2008 Enacted FY 2009 Request 
Difference 

FY 2008/FY2009 
FTE Obligations FTE Obligations FTE Obligations FTE Obligations 

9 917,000 9 1,040,000 9 1,101,000 0 61,000 
 
Mission 
 
The mission of the Research and Development Division (R&D) is to enhance the fair and 
efficient administration of justice in the Nation’s Capital by securing grant resources to support 
new court initiatives; conducting program evaluations, best practice research, and survey 
analysis; designing pilot programs and court improvement projects; and disseminating accurate 
and timely caseload and other court performance information to judges, court managers, and the 
public. 
 
Organizational Background 
 
The Research and Development Division conducts social science research and policy studies on 
court operations and administrative functions; performs grant seeking activities and monitors 
grants in progress; conducts program evaluations and performance assessments; administers 
surveys of court stakeholders; monitors emerging issues in court administration and criminal 
justice and advises judges and other court officials; maintains and reports official court statistics 
in the D.C. Courts’ Annual Report and other periodic reports; and provides technical assistance 
to judges and court administrators, including the design of new programs and services and 
oversight of pilot implementation. 
 
In meeting its objectives, R&D’s work aligns with several key goals embodied in the D.C. 
Courts’ Strategic Plan, including those related to strategic issues #1, Fair and Timely Case 
Resolution; #2, Access to Justice; and #5, Public Trust and Confidence.  Additionally, R&D’s 
work directly supports the Courts’ ability to report on the Courts’ 13 court-wide performance 
measures adopted by the Joint Committee.  These measures include Clearance Rate, Time to 
Disposition, Age of Active Pending Caseload, Trial Date Certainty, Juror Utilization, Access, 
and Convenience to Court Facilities and Services, Access to Case Information, Courtesy and 
Responsiveness of Court Personnel, Courtroom Treatment of Litigants, Reliability and Integrity 
of Case Records and Access for Indigent and Pro Se Persons. 
 
R&D is comprised of a Director’s Office, which undertakes court-wide policy development 
initiatives and special project management (e.g., management of the Courts’ program to 
routinely and independently evaluate court divisions and functions); a resource development 
function, responsible for court-wide grant seeking, monitoring and administration; a statistical 
function, which compiles, analyzes and disseminates court-wide caseload statistics, including the 
statutorily-required Annual Report, monitors national caseload trends and supports IJIS report 
development and verification; a research and program evaluation function, which provides 
technical support for court programs, such as Family Court, Community Court and the Courts’ 
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Strategic Planning Leadership Council (SPLC), by conducting best practice research, analyzing 
satisfaction surveys, assessing court performance and developing briefing papers on topics of 
interest to court officials; and a court information function, which reports on court-related 
activities reported in daily newspapers, court administration and research publications and other 
sources.  It includes a Research and Development Resource Library of over 4,000 electronically 
searchable holdings on court administration, criminal justice, child welfare and resource 
development for use by judges and court staff.   
 
Division and MAP Objectives 
 
The Division has adopted three broad objectives, which align with the D.C. Courts’ Strategic 
Goals and are incorporated in the Division’s Strategic Plan (i.e., Management Action Plan, or 
MAP).  These objectives, which guide the Division’s programmatic and capacity-building 
activities, are— 
 
• Enhance the administration of justice by identifying and pursuing grant funding 

opportunities; providing accurate and timely information to judges, court managers and the 
public; coordinating court-wide efforts to identify and produce court performance 
information from IJIS; recommending best practices for court program development; 
designing new programs and managing their pilot phases. 

 
• Improve access to justice and services to the public by providing information, including the 

D.C. Courts’ Annual Report that is easily understandable and readily available. 
 
• Build trust and confidence by securing and managing independent program evaluations of 

court operating divisions and functions, conducting court-wide stakeholder surveys and 
reviews to measure organizational performance and monitor results; and designing and 
implementing pilot programs and services to address community needs. 

 
Division Restructuring or Work Process Redesign 
 
Since FY 2000, R&D has identified major business processes related to its core functions and 
has defined steps to use the Division’s resources more efficiently to enhance service delivery.  
Advances have continued through FY 2007 and include:  1) Modifying the Division’s “Request 
for Information Form” better to track requests for information by the public; 2) Streamlining the 
statistical report production process by eliminating redundant narrative and review, instituting 
new quality assurance tests and revising reporting formats, including a re-design of the Courts’ 
Annual Report; 3) Implementing court-wide Grant Administration Guidelines to advise judges 
and court managers on the Division’s grant seeking, monitoring and administration procedures 
and enhance communication about these activities throughout the Courts;  4) Establishing an e-
mail box to receive requests for grant-related services;  5) Conducting grant solicitation forums 
to consider grant funding ideas and opportunities with interested judicial officers, division 
directors and other court personnel;  6)  Routinely assessing compliance of directors of grant-
funded projects with spending plans and reporting requirements and developing strategies to 
utilize grant funds timely and efficiently;  7)  Initiating a weekly “Operations Roundtable” 
among staff within the Division to improve business processes and consider new, seminal 
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research findings and innovations applicable to the D.C. Courts;  8) Utilizing web-based 
questionnaire software to facilitate the administration and tabulation of stakeholder and other 
surveys;  9) Converting the production and dissemination of court information (including daily 
news clippings) from hard copy to electronic format; 10) Utilizing the Division’s MAP to 
efficiently prioritize and assign work, schedule projects and deploy resources across functional 
areas; and 11) Supporting staff training to enhance technical skill levels and/or to “re-tool” staff 
with the skills needed to address the Division’s changing workload.    
 
Workload and Performance Measures 
 
R&D’s internal performance measurement system is designed to monitor activities in the 
Division’s eight principal MAP functional areas of:  1) Resource development (i.e., grant 
seeking, monitoring and administration);  2) Program evaluation and court-wide performance 
monitoring; 3) Best practices and other research studies;  4) Program design and pilot 
implementation;  5) Survey analysis, trend monitoring and reporting;  6) Annual Report 
production;  7) Court information dissemination; and  8) Special project management.  The 
Division’s performance indicators guide resource allocation and the Division’s budget request 
with an emphasis on meeting the demand for information on court-wide and caseload activity, 
grant proposal preparation and performance reporting activities to address court priorities such as 
Family Court reform, IJIS implementation and Strategic Plan development.   
 
Since the inception of Family Court, the Division’s support of Family Court has continued to 
increase as the Division has  1) spearheaded the design and implementation of the District’s 
Family Treatment Court (FTC),  2) conducted exit interviews with graduates of the Juvenile 
Drug Court and reported findings to the presiding judge,  3) managed an independent evaluation 
of Court Social Services and the Multi-Door Division,  4) designed a program evaluation of FTC 
to be implemented in FY 2008,  5) assisted in the development and verification of statistical 
reports on Family Court operations required by federal statute ( i.e., ASFA) and local emergency 
legislation (i.e., concerning juveniles who fail to appear for court proceedings) and  6) developed 
grant applications to continue to implement Family Court’s efforts to effectively manage cases 
involving children who are victims of child abuse and neglect. 
  
Additionally for Family Court, during FY 2007, R&D assisted a judicially-led interagency 
committee in launching a Parenting Education Program for parents involved in child custody 
cases.  With grant funds identified, sought, and secured by R&D, the program, which began 
operating in February 2007, addresses a critical need of children and families in the District by 
facilitating understanding and communication among parents and children involved in custody 
proceedings and monitoring these cases in domestic relations mediation provided by the Multi-
Door Division. 
 
Division representatives also began serving on a judicially-led interagency committee to design a 
Fathering Court to assist men recently released from confinement in meeting their child support 
obligations.  With federal grant funds sought by R&D, the program, to begin as a limited pilot in 
FY 2007, is expected to expand during FY 2008 and thereafter to include employment 
counseling, job readiness, and placement. 
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R&D’s statistical analysis and reporting assistance with the implementation of IJIS, begun in FY 
2003, continued during FY 2007 and consists of activities associated with the development of 
IJIS-produced caseload statistical reports.  As an outgrowth of this work, the Division has been 
able to identify statistical reports and performance measures for the Courts’ operating divisions 
that align with the court-wide performance measures, design IJIS statistical reports for 
production by the Information Technology Division, and verify the outputs that have begun to be 
produced.   
 
The Division’s work in the area of survey design and analysis increased in FY 2007 as the 
Division joined with SPLC’s staff to design a comprehensive stakeholder feedback program.  As 
part of this effort, R&D independently administered and analyzed court-wide surveys of all the 
Courts’ judicial officers, employees, attorneys with business at the Courts and analyzed surveys 
of court participants (i.e., litigants, witnesses, jurors, social workers, police officers and other 
members of the Courts’ publics) collected after a “You Be The Judge” court-wide effort to solicit 
feedback on court performance.  R&D conducted briefings of the SPLC on principal findings of 
the surveys as a basis for the development of the Courts’ Strategic Plan for 2008-2012. 
 
Best practices and program development activities of the Division also increased in FY 2007 
with the Division recommending modifications for the Juvenile Drug Court, a verified risk 
assessment tool for juvenile offenders, and performance indicators for Community Court, juror 
utilization and several other functions.  The Division also conducted investigations of state-level 
practices in administering juvenile probation as part of the Superior Court’s participation in the 
District’s Juvenile Alternative to Detention (JADI) initiative.    
 
The performance measures provided in Table 1 align with the Division’s MAP objectives, the 
Courts’ Strategic Plan, and court-wide performance measures.  Overall, effectively addressing 
the changing and more complex work demands on the Division often necessitates re-prioritizing 
requests, longer processing time from request to completion and resource reallocation within the 
Division in order to make available those staff with sufficient and appropriate skill and 
experience to meet the demand.  For the majority of FY 2007, R&D has been carrying four 
vacancies, three of which are in the critical statistical and policy analyst areas, and one long-term 
absence for extended medical leave in the areas of grant and program development.  As 
illustrated in Table 1, staff resource limitations have a direct impact on the Division’s ability to 
keep up with the demand for its wide array of technical services to the Courts. 
  



 Court System - 70

 
Table 1 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
Performance Measurement Table 

 
FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 Type of 

Indicator Performance Indicator Data Source Goal Actual Goal Estimate Goal Estimate Goal Estimate

Output 
# of best practice research / 
program design services in 
support of new court initiatives 

Division/Court 
records 3 13 5 8 7 8 8 8 

Output # of responses to requests for 
court caseload/other data 

R&D Request 
for Information 

Log 
130 70 80 45 35 35 na na 

Output 

# of performance reports 
(including satisfaction surveys, 
OptionFinder analyses, process 
reviews) and program 
evaluations completed 

Division 
records 5 28 10 15 12 15 15 17 

Output # of grant proposals submitted 
(new/continuing) 

Division/ 
Court records 6 14 8 15 10 12 12 12 

Output # of special projects developed 
/ managed  

Division/ 
Court records 3 6 3 4 4 4 5 5 

 
As reported in Table 1, from FY 2006 to FY 2007, the Division continued to experience higher 
than expected demand for best practices research and program design services, technical support 
for performance reporting, grant proposal submission and special project management.  There 
was a continuing decline in less complex requests for public information on court caseload 
activity and other court functions as a likely outcome of the increased availability of such 
information on the Courts’ website, at public forums and through stakeholder groups.  So 
dramatic has been the shift in recent years for R&D’s technical services from simple requests for 
factual information to more complex, lengthy and resource intensive analyses, that the measure 
of court information requests has been eliminated from the Division’s MAP as a key 
performance measure beginning in FY 2009. 
 
The sustained demand on R&D to provide technical assistance in performance monitoring and 
reporting, including survey analysis, can be attributed to the adoption of strategic management 
throughout the Courts and the accompanying emphasis on obtaining stakeholder feedback in 
support of the operating divisions’ fulfilling their MAP objectives, to improve operations and for 
resource planning.  Statistical analysis requests also have been related to the full implementation 
of IJIS, which has resulted in the need for R&D to conduct caseload audits, file reviews and 
other activities related to developing and verifying automated caseload and performance reports.  
The demand for the development of grant proposals, while steady, has been affected by two 
national grant funding trends: the decreasing availability of grant funds for which courts are 
eligible to apply and/or in areas applicable to the D.C. Courts and the increasing cash match 
levels required by many grantors which the Courts cannot readily support.  
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FY 2009 Request 
 
In FY 2009, the Courts request $1,101,000 for the Research and Development Division, an 
increase of $61,000 (6%) above the FY 2008 Enacted Budget.  The increase consists of built-in 
increases.   
 
 

Table 2 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

Budget Authority by Object Class  
 

  FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 Difference 
  Enacted Enacted Request FY2008/2009 
11 – Compensation 737,000 829,000 876,000 47,000
12 – Benefits 177,000 208,000 220,000 12,000

Subtotal Personal Services 914,000 1,037,000 1,096,000 59,000
 - Travel, Transp. of Persons  
22 - Transportation of Things  
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities  
24 - Printing & Reproduction  
25 - Other Services  
26 - Supplies & Materials 1,000 1,000 2,000 1,000
31 – Equipment 2,000 2,000 3,000 1,000

Subtotal Non-Personal Services 3,000 3,000 5,000 2,000
TOTAL 917,000 1,040,000 1,101,000 61,000
FTE 9 9 9 0

 
Table 3 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
Detail, Difference FY 2008/2009 

 

Object Class Description of Request FTE Cost Difference 
FY 2008/2009 

11 - Compensation  Current Positions WIG 9 12,000   
  Current Positions COLA 9 35,000   

Subtotal       47,000
12 - Benefits Current Positions WIG 9 3,000   
  Current Positions COLA 9 9,000   

Subtotal       12,000
21 - Travel, Transp. of Persons      
22 - Transportation of Things     
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities      
24 - Printing & Reproduction      
25 - Other Service     
26 - Supplies & Materials Built-in Increase  1,000 
31 - Equipment Built-in Increase  1,000 
TOTAL   9  61,000
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Table 4 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
Detail of Full-Time Equivalent Employment 

    

  
FY 2007  
Enacted 

FY 2008 
Enacted 

FY 2009  
Request 

JS-3       
JS-4       
JS-5       
JS-6       
JS-7 1 1 1 
JS-8       
JS-9 1 1 1 
JS-10       
JS-11       
JS-12 3 3 3 
JS-13 1 1 1 
JS-14 2 2 2 
JS-15       
JS-16       
JS-17       
CES 1 1 1 
JS Salaries 737,000 829,000 876,000 
TOTAL 9 9 9 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT SYSTEM 
MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT 

 

FY 2007 Enacted FY 2008 Enacted FY 2009 Request 
Difference 

FY 2008/2009 
FTE Obligations FTE Obligations FTE Obligations FTE Obligations 

- 12,396,000 - 15,981,000 - 16,352,000 - 371,000 
 
This fund supports courtwide contracts, services, and systems, including accounting, payroll, and 
financial services through GSA; procurement and contract services; safety and health services; 
maintenance and operation of the Courts’ four buildings.  The Courts’ management account also 
provides general administrative support in the following areas:  space and telecommunications, 
property and supplies, printing and reproduction, energy management, mail payments to the U.S. 
Postal Service, utilities, and security services provided by the U.S. Marshals Court Security 
Officers. 
 
FY 2009 Request 
 
In FY 2009, the Courts request $16,352,000 for the Management Account, a net increase of 
$371,000 above the FY 2008 Enacted Budget.  The request includes an increase of $30,000 for 
the Transit Subsidy Increase for Court System employees (for further information on the transit 
subsidy program, please refer to the justification in the Human Resources Division) and 
$341,000 for built-in cost increases.  
 

Table 1 
MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT 

Budget Authority by Object Class 
 

  FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 Difference 
  Enacted Enacted Request FY 2008/2009 
11 - Personnel Compensation 131,000 140,000 146,000 6,000
12 - Personnel Benefits 147,000 188,000 220,000 32,000

Sub-total Personnel Cost 278,000 328,000 366,000 38,000
21 - Travel, Transp. of Persons 62,000 65,000 67,000 2,000
22 - Transportation of Things 1,000 1,000 2,000 1,000
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities 6,432,0000 6,423,000 6,558,000 135,000
24 - Printing & Reproduction 67,000 71,000 73,000 2,000
25 - Other Services 5,080,000 8,593,000 8,774,000 181,000
26 - Supplies & Materials 282,000 296,000 303,000 7,000
31 - Equipment 194,000 204,000 209,000 5,000

Sub-total Non-Personnel Cost 12,118,000 15,653,000 15,986,000 333,000
TOTAL 12,396,000 15,981,000 16,352,000 371,000
FTE  -  - - -
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Table 2 
MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT 

Detail, Difference FY 2008/2009 
 

Object Class Description of Request Cost 
Difference 

FY2008/2009 
11 - Personnel Services Built-in Increase 6,000
12 - Personnel Benefits Built-in Increase  2,000
 Transit Subsidy 30,000

Subtotal   32,000
21 - Travel and Transportation Built-in Increase   2,000
22 - Transportation of Things Built-in Increase   1,000
23 - Rent, Commun. & Utilities Built-in Increase  135,000
24 - Printing & Reproduction Built-in Increase   2,000
25 - Other Services Built-in Increase  181,000
26 - Supplies and Materials Built-in Increase   7,000
31 - Equipment Built-in Increase  5,000
Total   371,000

 
 
 


